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Abstract	  This	  project	  discusses	  the	  usage	  of	  the	  green	  footstep	  nudge	  case	  in	  Copenhagen.	  It	  reflects	  on	  popular	  nudging	  definition	  and	  builds	  upon	  it	  and	  helps	  to	  understand	  what	  nudging	  can	  and	  what	  a	  nudging	  cannot	  do	  in	  a	  specific	  context.	  The	  overall	  aim	  is	  to	  test	  weather	  a	  nudge	  can	  help	  to	  transform	  social	  practices	  towards	  better	  environmental	  friendly	  behaviour.	  It	  soon	  becomes	  clear	  that	  behaviour	  change	  in	  connection	  to	  nudging	  is	  a	  complex	  research	  field	  and	  can	  only	  be	  considered	  when	  taking	  the	  diverse	  circumstances	  of	  nudging	  cases	  in	  to	  consideration.	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1.	  Introduction	  
Background	  Clean,	  cleaner,	  Copenhagen:	  This	  city	  wants	  to	  be	  Europe’s	  cleanest	  capital	  by	  2015	  and	  among	  the	  cleanest	  capitals	  of	  the	  world	  -­‐	  and	  is	  on	  an	  interesting	  road	  to	  catch	  up	  with	  this	  ambitious	  goal.	  In	  2014	  Copenhagen	  has	  won	  the	  “European	  Green	  Capital”	  award,	  which	  was	  mainly	  achieved	  due	  to	  Copenhagen’s	  effort	  to	  create	  a	  platform	  for	  public-­‐private	  partnerships	  and	  develop	  green	  solutions	  in	  corporation	  with	  private,	  public	  and	  business	  actors	  (Copenhagen	  Green	  Accounts	  2013).	  	  This	  international	  recognition	  supports	  Copenhagen’s	  previous	  strategies	  to	  head	  towards	  a	  sustainable	  and	  green	  future.	  But	  there	  is	  no	  time	  to	  rest:	  Copenhagen’s	  municipality	  continues	  to	  test	  different	  strategies	  in	  their	  environmental	  decision-­‐making	  processes	  and	  aspire	  to	  prevent	  future	  environmental	  issues.	  	  According	  to	  Copenhagen	  Green	  Accounts	  2013	  (Københavns	  Miljøregnskab	  2013),	  the	  city	  is	  focusing	  on	  four	  overall	  goals	  with	  a	  total	  of	  13	  objectives,	  which	  overall	  aim	  to	  support	  their	  green	  vision	  by	  2015.	  As	  to	  this,	  Copenhagen	  attempts	  to	  be:	  (1)	  the	  world’s	  best	  city	  for	  bikes,	  (2)	  a	  climate	  capital,	  (3)	  a	  green	  and	  blue	  capital	  city	  and	  (4)	  a	  clean	  and	  healthy	  big	  city.	  Goal	  number	  4	  takes,	  with	  7	  objectives	  in	  total,	  most	  space	  and	  opens	  therefore	  up	  for	  continuing	  sustainable	  initiatives	  and	  the	  possibility	  to	  find	  new	  ways	  of	  thinking	  and	  problem	  solutions.	  The	  objectives	  presented	  under	  Clean	  and	  healthy	  big	  city	  want	  to	  tackle	  issues	  such	  as	  (noise)	  pollution	  from	  traffic,	  cleaner	  and	  healthier	  air,	  increase	  in	  organic	  food	  consumption	  and	  freeing	  streets	  and	  public	  spaces	  from	  littering.	  	  I	  immediately	  started	  to	  wonder:	  Why	  is	  littering	  still	  such	  a	  big	  issue?	  Shouldn’t	  our	  minds	  been	  moved	  towards	  a	  more	  environmentally	  friendly	  attitude?	  After	  all,	  there	  is	  a	  flood	  of	  information	  and	  awareness	  campaigns	  almost	  begging	  us	  to	  live	  more	  sustainable	  and	  take	  care	  of	  our	  environment,	  especially	  in	  shared	  urban	  spaces.	  	  Ignoring,	  for	  example,	  “Copenhagen-­‐	  Clean	  at	  heart”	  (Ren	  kærlighed	  til	  Købenahvn)	  posters	  on	  trash	  bins,	  becomes	  seriously	  challenging.	  However,	  I	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  can	  not	  say	  that	  I	  am	  wearing	  a	  white	  vest	  and	  always	  make	  environment	  friendly	  choices	  –	  neither	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  littering.	  
	  
1.1	  Problem	  field	  In	  line	  with	  Copenhagen’s	  mission	  to	  be	  the	  Europeans	  greenest	  city	  by	  2015,	  Copenhagen’s	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration	  (Teknik-­‐	  og	  Miljøforvaltningen)	  has	  introduced	  a	  “Local	  Agenda	  21	  Plan	  For	  Copenhagen”.	  The	  goal	  of	  this	  agenda	  is	  to	  introduce	  activities	  for	  citizen,	  users	  and	  businesses	  which	  “in	  a	  natural	  way	  incorporate	  environmental	  and	  climate	  considerations	  as	  a	  part	  of	  everyday	  life”	  (A	  Greener	  And	  Better	  Every	  Day	  Life,	  2012).	  Both	  prospects	  aim	  to	  involve	  citizens	  in	  their	  campaign	  and	  argue	  that	  the	  goals	  of	  the	  city	  can	  only	  be	  met	  when	  people	  themselves	  take	  action,	  show	  participation	  and	  change	  their	  behaviour	  and	  routines.	  	  Maria	  Nørlyng	  Leal,	  project	  leader	  at	  the	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration,	  states	  that	  Copenhagen	  municipality	  is	  testing	  new	  strategies	  in	  their	  fight	  against	  urban	  waste.	  	  	  Copenhagen	  would	  like	  to	  gently	  push	  their	  citizens	  in	  to,	  what	  they	  call,	  the	  right	  direction.	  Meaning	  that	  Copenhageners	  should	  make	  more	  environmentally	  and	  climate-­‐friendly	  choices	  in	  their	  every	  day	  life	  and	  act	  in	  accordance	  to	  what	  the	  municipality	  believes	  to	  be	  sustainable	  and	  healthy	  for	  the	  city	  (Copenhagen	  Green	  Accounts	  2013).	  	  	  “Copenhagen	  –	  Clean	  at	  heart”	  involves	  campaigns,	  which	  target	  urban	  waste	  issues	  by	  combining	  urban	  designs	  with	  nudging	  strategies.	  Nudging,	  in	  short,	  is	  a	  startegy	  claiming	  to	  change	  people’s	  behaviour	  on	  a	  free-­‐will	  basis	  by	  making	  another	  choice	  easily	  accesible.	  Looking	  at	  the	  costs	  for	  cleaning	  public	  streets,	  bike	  lanes	  and	  shared	  spaces,	  it	  becomes	  explicit	  why	  the	  city	  is	  looking	  to	  approach	  the	  status	  quo	  of	  Copenhagen’s	  littering	  situation	  and	  tries	  to	  find	  other	  strategies	  than	  the	  ones	  implement	  in	  the	  past	  (København	  Kommune,	  2012).	  Copenhagen	  has	  around	  230	  employees	  cleaning	  public	  places	  on	  a	  daily	  basis.	  They	  take	  care	  of	  our	  urban	  waste	  and	  make	  sure	  that	  litter	  is	  removed	  within	  8	  hours.	  With	  the	  App	  “givetpraj”,	  Copenhagener’s	  even	  have	  the	  possibility	  to	  hint	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towards	  littering	  problems	  on	  streets,	  thus	  workers	  can	  come	  and	  clean	  the	  spot.	  According	  to	  the	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration,	  the	  city	  collects	  around	  3500	  tons	  waste	  and	  uses	  approximately	  110	  million	  Danish	  Krones	  to	  remove	  waste	  and	  litter	  from	  streets	  every	  year.	  Hereof	  four	  littering	  problems	  are	  mentioned	  as	  the	  most	  cost-­‐intensive:	  cigarettes,	  chewing	  gums,	  glas	  splitter/bottles	  and	  misplaced	  houshold	  waste.	  	  The	  removal	  of	  one	  cigeratte	  stub	  costs	  2	  Danish	  Krones	  (DKK),	  chewing	  gums	  cost	  the	  city	  up	  to	  10	  DKK,	  glas	  bottles	  or	  splitters	  cost	  15	  DKK	  and	  misplaced	  household	  waste	  in	  public	  garbage	  bins	  results	  in	  more	  frequent	  garbage	  removal.	  Garbage	  trucks	  are	  not	  only	  costly	  ,	  there	  are	  also	  far	  from	  being	  CO2	  neutral.	  	  Looking	  at	  the	  frequency	  of	  the	  removal	  of	  littering	  (within	  8	  hours),	  one	  can	  predict	  the	  amount	  of	  garbage	  trucks	  needed	  for	  cleaning	  up	  a	  big	  city.	  Economically	  it	  therefore	  makes	  great	  sense	  to	  nudge	  people	  into	  taking	  better	  care	  of	  their	  waste	  in	  urban	  spaces	  and	  in	  line	  with	  this	  introducing	  urban	  design	  methods	  such	  as	  nudging	  strategies.	  Following	  up	  on	  Copenhagens	  Green	  Accounts	  2013	  	  and	  the	  ”	  Copenhagen	  –	  Clean	  at	  heart”	  campaign,	  the	  city	  will	  increase	  its	  focus	  on	  the	  removal	  of	  cigarette	  stubs	  from	  the	  townscape.	  For	  this	  focus,	  nudging	  will	  be	  used	  as	  an	  approach	  to	  change	  behaviour	  and	  to	  incorporate	  “environmental	  and	  climate	  considerations	  as	  a	  part	  of	  everyday	  life”	  (A	  Greener	  And	  Better	  Every	  Day	  Life,	  2012).	  	  Widely	  used	  methods	  to	  create	  awareness	  are	  print	  campaigns.	  However,	  as	  the	  example	  of	  cigarette	  butts	  show,	  it	  is	  not	  always	  the	  lack	  of	  knowledge	  or	  the	  inner	  positioning	  towards	  a	  practice	  which	  determine	  the	  execution	  of	  a	  harmful	  act:	  8	  out	  of	  10	  smokers	  think	  it	  is	  wrong	  to	  throw	  cigarette	  butts	  on	  the	  street,	  but	  most	  of	  them	  just	  do	  it	  anyway.	  	  An	  awareness	  campaign	  might	  therefore	  not	  do	  the	  switch.	  Will	  nudging	  do	  the	  trick,	  then?	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1.2	  Problem	  definition	  
	  
	  Picture:	  politiken.dk	  	  Looking	  at	  the	  costs	  for	  cleaning	  Copenhagen,	  it	  becomes	  explicit	  that	  the	  status	  quo	  of	  the	  urban	  waste	  expenses	  is	  too	  costly.	  Taking	  developing	  processes	  such	  as	  migration	  and	  urbanization	  into	  consideration,	  we	  can	  furthermore	  predict	  that	  these	  costs	  will	  rise	  in	  future.	  Copenhagen	  looks	  rather	  clean(ed),	  but	  as	  explained	  it	  comes	  with	  a	  certain	  prize.	  Citizens	  may	  not	  be	  aware	  of	  the	  actual	  problem	  with	  urban	  waste,	  since	  it	  is	  not	  always	  visible	  when	  walking	  around	  Copenhagen,	  unless	  you	  walk	  around	  during	  the	  night,	  when	  for	  example	  Gothersgade	  resembles	  a	  giant	  rubbish	  dump.	  	  However,	  observing	  garbage	  trucks	  and	  workers	  cleaning	  the	  streets	  in	  the	  morning	  makes	  us	  understand	  the	  demand	  to	  encourage	  behaviour	  that	  benefits	  both	  the	  individual	  and	  the	  state,	  whilst	  preventing	  long	  term	  expenses.	  	  Behaviour	  change	  is	  therefore	  needed	  to	  reduce	  the	  municipality’s	  costs	  and	  the	  dependency	  on	  the	  municipality	  to	  pick	  up	  litter.	  However,	  if	  we	  want	  to	  move	  towards	  a	  sustainable	  future,	  we	  also	  need	  to	  change	  citizen’s	  behaviour	  in	  to	  more	  environmental	  friendly	  behaviour	  to	  prevent	  further	  environmental	  damage.	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This	  is	  where	  nudging	  comes	  in	  to	  play,	  as	  it	  aims	  on	  making	  environmental	  behaviour	  attractive	  and	  easy,	  while	  at	  the	  same	  time	  giving	  citizens	  the	  option	  to	  choose	  between	  preferred	  behaviour.	  Nudging,	  as	  a	  decision-­‐making	  approach,	  claims	  to	  change	  citizens	  beahavior	  on	  a	  free-­‐will	  basis.	  Liberal	  choices	  are,	  especially	  in	  political	  decision-­‐making	  process,	  important	  criteria.	  Otherwise	  citizens	  might	  feel	  patronized	  and	  fail	  to	  engage	  in	  behaviour	  change	  on	  a	  free-­‐will	  basis.	  Thus	  a	  nudge	  design	  should	  in	  itself	  be	  deliberatively	  sustainable,	  as	  it	  would	  otherwise	  just	  change	  an	  action	  on	  a	  short-­‐term	  basis	  and	  fails	  to	  engage	  attitude	  or	  change	  behaviour	  on	  the	  long	  run.	  	  The	  usage	  of	  nudging	  strategies	  by	  policy	  makers	  in	  connection	  to	  urban	  design,	  made	  me	  curious	  and	  it	  raised	  following	  questions:	  	  How	  is	  Copenhagen	  using	  nudging	  designs	  in	  urban	  spaces	  to	  change	  or	  influence	  peoples	  behaviour?	  We	  can	  easily	  see	  the	  economical	  benefits	  and	  moral	  stands	  of	  nudging	  people	  in	  to	  cleaning	  up	  after	  themselves	  in	  the	  city,	  but	  what	  are	  the	  environmental	  benefits?	  	  
1.3	  Research	  Question	  In	  line	  with	  my	  problem	  field,	  I	  aim	  to	  reflect	  upon	  the	  following	  research	  question:	  
	  
How	  can	  urban	  design	  affect	  social	  practice	  towards	  better	  environmental	  
behaviour?	  	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  paper,	  I	  will	  use	  nudging	  methods	  as	  an	  example	  for	  changing	  urban	  design,	  while	  acknowledging	  that	  there	  are	  other	  urban	  design	  methods	  than	  nudging.	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1.4	  Project	  
design	  	   PROJECT DESIGN 	  
INTRODUCTION	  BACKGROUND	  PROBLEM	  FIELD	  PROBLEM	  DEFINTION	  
	  	  	  RESEARCH	  QUESTION	  	  	  
METHODOLOGY	  1)	  THEORIES	  -­‐	  NUDGING	  IN	  POLITICAL	  DECSION-­‐MAKING	  -­‐	  CHANGING	  SOCIAL	  PATTERNS	  -­‐	  URBAN	  DESIGN	  INFLUENCE	  2)	  CASE	  STUDY	  -­‐	  GREEN	  FOOTSTEPS	  3)	  INTERVIEWS	  
ANALYSIS	  
How	  can	  an	  urban	  design	  affect	  social	  
practice	  towards	  better	  environmental	  
behaviour?	  	  
CONCLUSION	  SUGGESTION	  FOR	  FURTHER	  STUDIES	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2.	  Methodology	  I	  will	  approach	  my	  research	  question	  by	  firstly	  building	  up	  a	  general	  theory	  on	  what	  urban	  design,	  individual	  behaviour	  and	  social	  practice	  mean	  in	  the	  context	  of	  nudging.	  Also	  it	  will	  enable	  me	  to	  illustrate	  the	  interrelation	  of	  these	  components.	  In	  this	  step	  I	  investigate	  weather	  urban	  design	  (nudges)	  effects	  social	  practice	  and	  can	  help	  to	  change	  citizen’s	  behaviour	  towards	  a	  more	  environmental	  friendly	  behaviour.	  For	  this	  I	  will	  start	  to	  identify	  what	  urban	  design	  and	  in	  connection	  to	  this	  nudging	  means	  for	  this	  research.	  I	  will	  then	  move	  on	  to	  explaining	  the	  mechanisms	  behind	  social	  practices	  and	  how	  urban	  design	  can	  influence	  them.	  When	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  is	  explained,	  I	  will	  move	  on	  to	  a	  specific	  urban	  design	  case:	  the	  green	  footsteps	  nudge	  in	  Copenhagen.	  Here	  we	  will	  see	  how	  nudging	  is	  used	  as	  an	  urban	  design	  approach	  in	  political	  decision-­‐making	  in	  Copenhagen’s	  municipality.	  For	  this	  purpose,	  I	  have	  conducted	  two	  expert	  interviews	  with	  project	  leaders	  of	  Copenhagen’s	  Technical	  and	  Environment	  Administration,	  who	  were	  involved	  in	  the	  green	  footstep	  nudge	  case.	  The	  analysis	  derives	  from	  the	  general	  theory	  and	  moves	  to	  the	  actual	  nudging	  case	  in	  Copenhagen	  aiming	  to	  answer	  my	  research	  question:	  
How	  can	  urban	  design	  affect	  social	  practice	  towards	  better	  environmental	  
behaviour?	  	  	  	  
2.1	  Delimitations	  My	  project	  aims	  to	  unfold	  the	  relation	  between	  urban	  design,	  individual	  behaviour	  and	  social	  practices	  and	  research	  the	  question	  whether	  urban	  design	  can	  change	  social	  practice	  in	  to	  better	  environmental	  behaviour.	  	  For	  this,	  I	  have	  chosen	  to	  approach	  my	  research	  question	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  political	  decision-­‐makers	  and	  their	  use	  of	  nudging	  strategies.	  The	  project	  clearly	  looks	  through	  the	  eyes	  of	  decision-­‐makers,	  who	  aim	  to	  influence	  individual	  (social)	  behaviour.	  Individuality	  and	  the	  diverse	  thinking	  of	  different	  people	  are	  coming	  short	  in	  this	  research.	  Behaviour	  change	  is	  a	  complex	  approach	  to	  a	  problem	  and	  generalizing	  people’s	  reaction	  is	  rather	  difficult.	  For	  this	  purpose	  a	  focus	  group	  could	  have	  add	  qualitative	  data	  and	  first-­‐person-­‐perspective	  insights.	  However,	  reflecting	  on	  versatile	  psychological	  human	  minds,	  would	  definitely	  have	  been	  reached	  beyong	  the	  scope	  and	  purpose	  of	  this	  project.	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Initially	  I	  wanted	  to	  write	  a	  project	  about	  nudging	  people	  in	  to	  taking	  better	  care	  of	  their	  cigarette	  butts	  in	  public	  spaces.	  This	  soon	  became	  challenging,	  as	  a	  case	  study	  with	  cigarette	  butts	  in	  Copenhagen	  was	  difficult	  to	  find	  and	  therefore	  hard	  to	  reflect	  upon.	  In	  the	  end,	  however,	  cigarettes	  are	  also	  part	  of	  urban	  waste.	  Thus	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  they	  are	  including	  in	  this	  project.	  	  Many	  other	  directions	  could	  have	  been	  taken	  into	  consideration.	  Nevertheless	  when	  I	  came	  to	  wonder	  about	  the	  environmental	  benefits	  for	  decision-­‐makers	  in	  nudging	  people	  to	  stop	  littering,	  I	  clearly	  had	  an	  AHA!	  moment	  and	  knew	  to	  take	  the	  research	  from	  there.	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3.	  Theoretical	  framework	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  In	  order	  to	  introduce	  nudging	  as	  an	  urban	  design	  method,	  I	  will	  explain	  the	  ideas	  behind	  nudging	  in	  detail	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  reflect	  upon	  common	  criticism	  towards	  nudging.	  	  Pelle	  Guldborg	  Hansen	  and	  Andreas	  Maaløe	  Jespersen	  contribute	  in	  their	  article	  “Nudge	  and	  the	  Manipulation	  of	  Choice	  A	  Framework	  for	  
the	  Responsible	  Use	  of	  the	  Nudge	  Approach	  to	  Behaviour	  Change	  in	  Public	  Policy”	  with	  a	  relevant	  framework	  and	  discuss	  common	  nudging	  criticism.	  	  This	  will	  help	  to	  discuss	  the	  use	  of	  nudging	  methods	  in	  political	  decision-­‐making	  processes.	  	  	  To	  understand	  the	  connection	  between	  urban	  design	  (nudging)	  and	  social	  behavior	  (action),	  which	  it	  aims	  to	  influence,	  I	  will	  look	  into	  behavior	  studies	  or	  more	  precisely	  into	  social	  practice	  theory.	  Littering	  is	  after	  all	  not	  an	  individual	  action,	  but	  rather	  a	  social	  phenomenon.	  What	  this	  means	  is	  that	  the	  act	  of	  throwing	  garbage	  on	  the	  street	  cannot	  only	  be	  understood	  as	  an	  individual	  problem,	  but	  it	  has	  to	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  practice	  that	  is	  done	  by	  a	  bigger	  group.	  Therefore	  it	  is	  intriguing	  to	  connect	  nudging	  means	  to	  social	  practice.	  For	  this	  part	  of	  my	  theories,	  Reckwitz	  contributes	  with	  his	  practice	  theory	  	  “	  Toward	  a	  
Theory	  of	  Social	  Practices	  A	  Development	  in	  Culturalist	  Theorizing”	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This	  theory	  enables	  me	  to	  build	  a	  bridge	  between	  an	  action	  and	  the	  change	  of	  this	  behaviour	  in	  connection	  to	  a	  person’s	  inner	  positioning	  (mind-­‐set).	  	  The	  third	  part	  of	  the	  theoretical	  frame	  work	  aims	  to	  explain	  the	  design	  role	  of	  nudging	  in	  behaviour	  change	  processes.	  For	  this	  I	  will	  shortly	  draw	  upon	  the	  ice	  berg	  model	  as	  explained	  in	  Edgar	  Schein’s	  book	  “Organizational	  Culture	  and	  Leadership”.	  
	  
3.1	  Urban	  design:	  nudging	  	  I	  have	  chosen	  to	  use	  nudging	  as	  a	  way	  to	  approach	  urban	  design	  changes	  and	  for	  this	  I	  will	  explain	  the	  thoughts	  and	  application	  of	  nudging	  strategies	  as	  a	  part	  of	  decision-­‐making	  processes	  within	  politics	  and	  governmental	  institutions.	  	  Nudging,	  in	  the	  sense	  of	  gently	  pushing	  towards	  behaviour	  change,	  is	  a	  relatively	  modern	  initiative	  in	  relation	  to	  decision-­‐making	  and	  was	  generated	  to	  introduce	  a	  form	  of	  behaviour	  change	  without	  limiting	  peoples	  choices	  or	  regulating	  actions	  by	  punishment	  (fees,	  parking	  tickets	  etc.)	  or	  taxations.	  In	  addition	  nudging	  strategies	  recognize	  that	  people	  have	  different	  attitudes,	  potential,	  knowledge	  and	  so	  on,	  whereas	  traditional	  decision-­‐making	  approaches	  sometimes	  fail	  to	  acknowledge	  demographic	  diversity.	  The	  idea	  of	  nudging	  people	  towards	  making	  different	  choices	  is	  not	  a	  ground-­‐breaking	  psychological	  finding,	  but	  in	  terms	  of	  usage	  in	  governmental	  behaviour	  change	  efforts,	  it	  became	  first	  widely	  know	  in	  2008,	  when	  Thaler	  &	  Sunstein’s	  published	  their	  book	  “Nudge:	  Improving	  Decisions	  About	  Health,	  Wealth	  and	  
Happiness”.	  Within	  the	  past	  seven	  years	  nudging	  has	  been	  used	  in	  governmental	  strategies	  around	  the	  world	  and	  has	  both	  been	  praised	  and	  criticized.	  Copenhagen’s	  municipality	  has	  been	  curious	  to	  implement	  nudging	  strategies	  in	  their	  urban	  greening	  goals.	  Copenhagen	  –	  Clean	  at	  Heart	  exemplifies	  these	  efforts	  as	  the	  campaign	  is	  using	  nudging	  projects	  to	  reduce	  urban	  littering.	  	  For	  the	  context	  of	  this	  project,	  I	  have	  chosen	  to	  draw	  on	  Pelle	  Guldborg	  Hansen	  	  &	  Andreas	  Maaløe	  Jespersen’s	  notions	  about	  nudging	  as	  presented	  in	  their	  article	  
“Nudging	  and	  the	  Manipulation	  of	  Choice:	  A	  Framework	  for	  the	  Responsible	  Use	  of	  
the	  Nudge	  Approach	  to	  Behaviour	  Change	  in	  Public	  Policy”,	  which	  has	  been	  published	  in	  the	  European	  Journal	  of	  Risk	  Regulation	  issue	  1/2013.	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Which	  nudges	  can	  be	  used	  in	  political	  decision-­‐making?	  The	  article	  aims	  to	  both	  question	  the	  original	  nudging	  definition	  from	  Thaler	  &	  Sunstein	  (2008)	  and	  in	  a	  second	  step	  develop	  a	  more	  complex	  nudging	  model,	  which	  enables	  decision-­‐makers	  to	  distinguish	  their	  use	  of	  nudges	  from	  the	  manipulation	  of	  choice	  accusation;	  a	  critic,	  which	  is	  discussed	  in	  connection	  to	  Thaler	  &	  Sunstein’s	  notions	  on	  nudging.	  	  Nudging,	  which	  is	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  suppose	  to	  enable	  citizens	  to	  make	  free	  and	  responsible	  choices	  is	  also	  said	  to,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  trick	  them	  into	  making	  (what	  somebody	  else	  thinks	  is	  the)	  
right	  choice.	  This	  led	  to	  manifold	  opinions	  towards	  usage	  of	  nudging	  in	  decision-­‐making	  processes.	  For	  this	  purpose,	  and	  as	  a	  nudge	  defender,	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  have	  worked	  out	  their	  nudging	  model,	  which	  differentiates	  between	  several	  nudging	  approaches	  and	  their	  applications.	  	  I	  found	  this	  model	  not	  least	  relevant,	  because	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson’s	  argue	  that	  nudges	  can	  help	  to	  “promote	  behavior	  that	  is	  in	  our	  own,	  as	  well	  as	  society’s	  general	  interests”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.4).	  This	  becomes	  especially	  interesting	  in	  relation	  to	  environmental	  issues	  and	  decision-­‐making	  processes.	  	  	  
Defining	  nudging	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  are	  developing	  their	  nudge	  framework	  by	  questioning	  and	  analysing	  concepts	  from	  the	  original	  definition	  of	  a	  nudge	  by	  Thaler	  &	  Sunstein.	  According	  to	  them	  a	  nudge	  is	  defined	  as:	  
“…	  any	  aspect	  of	  the	  choice	  architecture	  that	  alters	  
people’s	  behaviour	  in	  a	  predictable	  way	  without	  
forbidding	  any	  options	  or	  significantly	  changing	  
their	  economic	  incentives”.	  The	  original	  definition	  claims	  “public	  policy-­‐makers	  and	  other	  choice	  architects	  arrange	  decision-­‐making	  contexts	  in	  ways	  to	  promote	  behavior	  that	  is	  in	  our	  own,	  as	  well	  as	  society’s	  general	  interests.”	  Nudging	  strategies	  are	  meant	  to	  influence	  our	  everyday	  choices	  and	  behavior	  without	  “restricting	  freedom	  of	  choice,	  imposing	  new	  taxations,	  or	  tax-­‐reliefs”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.	  5).	  In	  line	  with	  the	  manipulation	  of	  choice	  critic,	  nudging	  is	  also	  said	  to	  impair	  with	  “our	  autonomy	  and	  our	  ability	  to	  make	  moral	  choices	  for	  ourselves”	  (ibid).	  	  In	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democratic	  societies	  these	  accusations	  offend	  our	  “free	  exercise	  of	  choice,	  deliberation	  and	  public	  dialogue”	  (ibid).	  	  	  
Choices	  and	  behaviour	  In	  order	  to	  discuss	  the	  free	  choice	  argument	  as	  well	  as	  the	  criticism	  of	  manipulation	  of	  exactly	  this	  free	  choice,	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  elaborate	  on	  the	  terminology	  and	  concept	  of	  a	  choice	  (and	  distinguishes	  between	  choices	  and	  behavior).	  First	  of	  all,	  it	  seems,	  as	  if	  Thaler	  &	  Sunstein	  lack	  to	  differentiate	  between	  choices	  and	  behavior.	  	  Here	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  suggest	  in	  line	  with	  the	  theory	  of	  action	  that	  behavior	  encompasses	  “any	  bodily	  movement	  and	  cognitive	  processes,	  but	  reserve	  the	  concept	  of	  choice	  and	  action	  to	  those	  movements	  or	  processes	  which	  results	  from	  reflective	  thinking”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.14).	  A	  choice	  is	  therefore	  a	  result	  of	  the	  “intervention	  of	  reflective	  thinking”	  (ibid).	  As	  a	  consequence	  of	  their	  distinction	  between	  choice	  and	  behavior	  and	  in	  recognition	  of	  a	  broader	  nudge	  definition	  by	  Hausman	  &	  Welch,	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  developed	  a	  more	  coherent	  definition,	  which	  at	  the	  same	  time	  aims	  to	  add	  another	  dimension	  to	  the	  manipulation	  of	  choice	  criticism:	  
“A	  nudge	  is	  any	  attempt	  at	  influencing	  behavior	  in	  a	  predictable	  way	  without	  
forbidding	  any	  previously	  available	  courses	  of	  actions	  or	  making	  alternatives	  
appreciably	  more	  costly	  in	  terms	  of	  time,	  trouble,	  social	  sanctions,	  and	  so	  forth”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.15).	  	  	  Furthermore	  they	  argue	  that	  nudge	  does	  not	  equal	  nudge	  and	  we	  therefore	  have	  to	  make	  a	  distinction	  between	  different	  nudge	  usages.	  As	  to	  this	  some	  nudges	  might	  be	  manipulating,	  where	  as	  others	  are	  not.	  Transparency	  plays	  a	  role,	  when	  deciding	  which	  nudge	  designs	  are	  manipulating	  and	  which	  nudges	  are	  informative	  enough	  for	  citizen	  to	  understand	  the	  intention	  behind	  the	  initiative.	  	  In	  accordance	  with	  this	  differentiation,	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  developed	  a	  nudge	  framework,	  which	  help	  political	  decision-­‐makers	  to	  justify	  the	  implementation	  of	  nudging	  strategies.	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  Figure:	  Framework,	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013	  	  As	  shown	  above,	  one	  might	  want	  to	  differentiate	  between	  4	  categories	  of	  nudges:	  Non-­‐transparent	  type	  1	  nudges,	  non-­‐transparent	  type	  2	  nudges,	  transparent	  type	  1	  nudges,	  transparent	  type	  2	  nudges.	  	  	  Type	  1	  and	  2	  nudges	  both	  influence	  “automatic	  modes	  of	  thinking”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.14).	  Type	  2	  nudges	  aim	  to	  change	  or	  make	  citizens	  reflects	  upon	  their	  choices	  and	  the	  behavior	  expressed	  in	  such,	  whereas	  type	  1	  nudges	  influence	  the	  behavior	  “maintained	  by	  automatic	  thinking”	  without	  the	  involvement	  of	  reflective	  thinking	  (choices).	  	  In	  order	  to	  understand	  which	  nudge	  type	  Copenhagen’s	  municipality	  has	  chosen	  to	  work	  with,	  I	  will	  shortly	  introduce	  all	  nudge	  types.	  This	  will	  also	  illustrate	  why	  not	  all	  nudge	  types	  are	  ideal	  to	  use	  in	  political	  decision-­‐making	  strategies.	  
	   17	  
3.1.1	  Nudging	  types	  Non-­‐transparent	  type	  2	  nudges:	  This	  type	  of	  nudge	  engages	  the	  reflective	  system,	  but	  not	  in	  a	  way,	  where	  the	  intentions	  and	  means	  by	  which	  the	  nudge	  is	  trying	  to	  aspire	  behavior	  change	  are	  obvious	  enough	  to	  immediately	  be	  recognized.	  Emotions	  connected	  to	  automated	  processes	  play	  a	  significant	  role	  in	  the	  type	  of	  nudge.	  For	  example	  “using	  subtle	  cues	  to	  activate	  preferences	  for	  making	  particular	  choices”	  when	  taking	  the	  lid	  off	  from	  ice	  cream	  freezers,	  which	  is	  suppose	  to	  lead	  more	  customers	  into	  craving	  and	  buying	  ice	  cream.	  Interestingly,	  in	  this	  category	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  mostly	  draw	  upon	  examples,	  which	  have	  to	  do	  with	  the	  consumption	  of	  something.	  	  Which	  leads	  to	  the	  assumptions	  that	  this	  nudge	  type	  is	  inappropriate	  for	  political	  decision-­‐making.	  	  Non-­‐transparent	  type	  1	  nudges:	  This	  type	  of	  nudge	  is	  probably	  the	  argumentation	  base	  for	  most	  nudge	  criticism,	  as	  it	  causes	  “behavior	  change	  without	  engaging	  the	  reflective	  system	  and	  in	  a	  way	  that	  does	  not	  make	  it	  likely	  to	  be	  recognized	  and	  transparent”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.	  22).	  	  For	  example	  when	  a	  cafeteria	  changed	  the	  size	  of	  their	  plates	  to	  smaller	  ones.	  As	  a	  consequence	  people	  would	  consume	  up	  to	  22%	  less	  calories.	  Therefore	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  find	  it	  safe	  to	  say	  that	  these	  types	  of	  nudges	  “influence	  behavior	  in	  a	  non-­‐transparent	  way”	  (ibid)	  and	  I	  find	  it	  safe	  to	  conclude	  that	  this	  nudge	  should	  not	  be	  used	  in	  democratic	  political	  decision-­‐making.	  	  Transparent	  type	  1	  nudges:	  This	  type	  of	  nudge	  does	  not	  directly	  involve	  reflective	  thinking,	  but	  “reflective	  thinking	  occurs	  as	  a	  by-­‐product”	  and	  even	  though	  behavior	  might	  not	  be	  directly	  changed,	  these	  nudges	  have	  a	  strong	  intention	  to	  change	  attitudes	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.21).	  	  Even	  though	  citizens	  might	  not	  have	  the	  chance	  to	  choose	  between	  options,	  this	  type	  of	  nudge	  is	  transparent	  enough	  for	  people	  to	  “recognize	  the	  intention	  and	  means”	  by	  which	  the	  attitude	  change	  is	  achieved	  as	  a	  “direct	  consequence	  to	  the	  intervention”	  (the	  nudge	  design).	  An	  interesting	  example	  is	  a	  nudge	  used	  by	  the	  Danish	  National	  Railway	  agency.	  Trains	  are	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announced	  to	  be	  “on	  time”,	  instead	  of	  just	  announcing	  delayed	  trains.	  This	  way	  people	  easily	  keep	  in	  mind	  not	  just	  delays,	  but	  also	  the	  positive	  feeling,	  when	  trains	  are	  “on	  time”.	  Therefore	  their	  attitudes	  towards	  the	  railway	  agency	  might	  be	  influenced.	  	  	  Transparent	  type	  2	  nudges:	  This	  type	  of	  nudge	  involves	  the	  reflective	  thinking	  mechanisms	  of	  citizens	  in	  such	  a	  way	  that	  it	  is	  easy	  for	  them	  to	  reconstruct	  the	  meaning	  and	  intention	  aspired	  by	  the	  nudge.	  	  A	  good	  example	  here	  is	  how	  Copenhagen’s	  city	  planning	  made	  use	  of	  green	  footsteps	  leading	  to	  trash	  bins.	  This	  nudge	  makes	  the	  preferred	  action	  “throw	  your	  litter	  in	  to	  the	  trash	  bin”	  salient.	  In	  other	  words,	  this	  type	  of	  nudge	  withstands	  the	  manipulation	  of	  choice	  argument,	  as	  citizens	  are	  able	  to	  fully	  understand	  the	  intention	  and	  have	  themselves	  chosen	  to	  (if	  they	  do)	  make	  another	  choice.	  	  	  
3.1.2	  Manipulation	  of	  choice	  –	  valid	  criticism	  for	  all	  nudges?	  As	  already	  mentioned	  the	  manipulation	  of	  choice	  critic	  has	  widely	  been	  used	  to	  speak	  against	  the	  usage	  of	  nudging	  in	  political	  decision-­‐making,	  as	  the	  nudging	  approach	  is	  “difficult	  to	  reconcile	  with	  fundamental	  democratic	  values	  such	  as	  the	  respect	  for	  citizens,	  as	  well	  as	  their	  active	  participation	  and	  consent”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.23).	  With	  their	  nudge	  framework,	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  show,	  however,	  that	  there	  are	  indeed	  some	  nudging	  implementations,	  which	  can	  easily	  withstand	  this	  critics’.	  	  	  Based	  on	  free-­‐will	  or	  not,	  nudges,	  that	  is	  to	  say,	  interfere	  in	  choice	  making	  processes.	  If	  a	  nudge	  aims	  to	  not	  only	  open	  up	  for	  another	  option,	  but	  on	  the	  long	  run	  aims	  to	  change	  certain	  environmental	  harmful	  social	  practices	  (such	  as	  littering),	  it	  is	  helpful	  to	  understand	  the	  mechanisms	  behind	  social	  phenomenon	  and	  how	  these	  can	  be	  influenced.	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3.2	  Changing	  social	  patterns	  Littering	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  visible	  problems	  in	  public	  spaces.	  To	  grasp	  and	  change	  this	  social	  phenomenon	  is	  a	  difficult	  task.	  	  In	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  processes	  behind	  behaviour	  change	  in	  connection	  to	  practices,	  I	  will	  introduce	  Reckwitz	  social	  practice	  theory	  “Toward	  a	  Theory	  of	  
Social	  Practices	  A	  Development	  in	  Culturalist	  Theorizing	  “	  from	  2002.	  In	  a	  more	  abstract	  sense	  and	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  overall	  purpose	  of	  this	  project,	  social	  theories	  are	  relevant	  as	  they	  contribute	  with	  a	  “certain	  way	  of	  defining	  our	  position	  as	  human	  beings	  in	  a	  social	  world,	  which	  inevitably	  implies	  a	  political	  and	  ethical	  dimension”	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.258).	  Nudging	  has	  foremost	  been	  used	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  offer	  different	  choices	  and	  hopes	  to,	  on	  the	  long	  run,	  change	  people’s	  behaviour.	  To	  better	  understand	  the	  nudge	  intervention	  in	  to	  practice	  and	  to	  bring	  the	  perspective	  of	  citizens	  (social	  practice)	  into	  focus,	  it	  is	  relevant	  to	  unfold	  mechanisms	  of	  practices.	  	  Here	  a	  nudge	  aims	  to	  influence	  a	  problematic	  action:	  throwing	  waste	  on	  the	  street	  is	  nudged	  into	  throwing	  waste	  in	  to	  garbage	  bins.	  However,	  this	  action	  is,	  as	  explained	  earlier,	  not	  a	  mere	  individual	  action.	  It	  is	  a	  social	  phenomenon,	  since	  many	  individuals	  carry	  out	  the	  same	  action.	  Reckwitz	  practice	  theory	  contributes	  in	  so	  far	  as	  it	  focuses	  on	  routinized	  behaviour	  of	  subjects	  in	  relation	  to	  objects.	  Here	  the	  subjects	  are	  citizens	  and	  the	  object	  is	  the	  trash	  bin.	  	  	  
Practice:	  Routinized	  behaviour	  Reckwitz	  argues	  that	  interactions	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  transferring	  of	  meaning.	  Here	  interactions	  certainly	  include	  human	  interaction,	  but	  it	  can	  also	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  interaction	  between	  humans	  and	  objects,	  which	  “have	  been	  internalized	  in	  our	  minds”	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.249).	  	  Human	  practices	  are	  understood	  as	  interaction	  between	  body,	  mind	  and	  an	  object.	  In	  practice	  theory	  a	  human	  is	  an	  agent,	  whose	  mind	  and	  body	  “carries	  and	  carries	  out	  social	  practices”	  	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.255).	  Furthermore	  Reckwitz	  defines	  interactions	  as	  practices	  being	  “routinized	  types	  of	  behaviour	  which	  consist	  of	  several	  interconnected	  elements:	  forms	  of	  bodily	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activities,	  forms	  of	  mental	  activities,	  things	  and	  their	  use,	  a	  background	  knowledge	  in	  form	  of	  understanding,	  know	  how,	  states	  of	  emotions	  and	  motivational	  knowledge”	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.249).	  One	  can	  abstract	  that	  practice,	  and	  with	  it	  human	  behaviour	  is	  complex	  and	  consists	  of	  many	  different	  components.	  	  Reckwitz	  argues	  that	  our	  body	  functions	  over	  practices;	  meaning	  that	  our	  body	  performs	  certain	  “routinized	  bodily	  activities,	  behavioural	  acts	  and	  movements”	  (ibid).	  In	  addition	  we	  act	  towards	  certain	  aims,	  emotions	  and	  values,	  which	  motivate	  our	  mind	  and	  our	  actions.	  Thus,	  if	  a	  person	  carries	  out	  a	  specific	  behaviour,	  she	  must	  “take	  over	  both	  the	  bodily	  and	  the	  mental	  patterns	  that	  constitute	  the	  practice”	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.252).	  	  In	  line	  with	  this,	  Reckwitz	  further	  argues	  that	  mental	  practices	  are	  not	  merely	  individual	  patterns,	  but	  are	  “part	  of	  the	  social	  practice”	  (ibid).	  Objects	  are,	  also	  in	  relation	  to	  nudging,	  components	  of	  most	  actions	  or	  practices.	  Social	  practices	  therefore,	  consist	  of	  routinized	  relations	  between	  body,	  mind	  and	  objects.	  Objects	  should	  here	  be	  defined	  in	  a	  broader	  sense;	  what	  is	  really	  meant	  are	  “things	  to	  be	  handled”	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.253).	  (Waste	  is	  an	  object.	  But	  sound	  can	  also	  be	  an	  object).	  	  Within	  a	  practice,	  or	  an	  action,	  knowledge	  plays	  a	  significant	  role,	  as	  it	  “embraces	  ways	  of	  understanding,	  knowing	  how	  (…)	  and	  of	  feelings	  that	  are	  linked	  to	  each	  other”	  (ibid).	  Thus,	  if	  we	  want	  to	  remain	  or	  change	  a	  social	  practice,	  the	  transferred	  knowledge	  must	  be	  understandable	  for	  the	  collective	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  254).	  Every	  action	  implies	  a	  “particular	  routinized	  mode	  of	  intentionality,	  for	  example	  of	  wanting	  or	  desiring	  certain	  things	  and	  avoiding	  others”	  (ibid.).	  Practice	  theory	  believes	  that	  routinisation	  is	  in	  the	  natural	  of	  social	  practices;	  meaning	  that	  social	  practices	  are	  routines.	  Reckwitz	  adds	  that,	  if	  we	  want	  to	  change	  certain	  behaviour,	  we	  have	  to	  break	  down	  the	  routine	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  255).	  	  	  With	  the	  help	  of	  practice	  theory,	  we	  can	  open	  up	  a	  certain	  way	  of	  seeing	  and	  analysing	  a	  social	  phenomenon.	  Looking	  at	  the	  nudging	  designs,	  one	  can	  argue	  that	  by	  offering	  another	  choice,	  nudges	  could	  enable	  citizen’s	  to	  reflect	  upon	  certain	  routines.	  	  Trash	  bin	  can	  be,	  in	  connection	  to	  this	  theory,	  seen	  as	  object.	  We	  handle	  our	  trash	  with	  trash	  bins	  and	  the	  usage	  of	  such	  is	  an	  internalized	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behaviour.	  Nudge	  designs,	  such	  as	  the	  green	  footsteps,	  can	  be	  related	  to	  as	  object	  changes,	  which	  can	  have	  an	  influence	  on	  our	  behaviour.	  Whether	  nudges	  in	  connection	  to	  practice	  change,	  can	  transform	  behaviour	  in	  to	  better	  environmental	  behaviour,	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  detail	  in	  the	  analysis.	  	  
3.3	  The	  role	  of	  urban	  design	  in	  nudging	  	  In	  order	  to	  grasp	  the	  complexity	  of	  human	  behaviour,	  Edgar	  Schein	  has	  offered	  a	  so	  called	  “Ice	  berg”	  model,	  which	  is	  presented	  in	  his	  book	  “Organizational	  Culture	  and	  Leadership”	  from	  2010.	  Showing	  that	  the	  actions	  people	  show	  are	  merely	  the	  tip	  of	  the	  ice	  berg	  and	  the	  actual	  meaning	  and	  understanding	  can	  only	  be	  found	  when	  looking	  beyond	  what	  is	  visible	  and	  observable	  to	  us.	  	  Where	  Reckwitz	  concentrates	  more	  on	  existing	  routines,	  Schein	  adds	  that	  objects	  (artefacts)	  can	  trigger	  underlying	  assumptions	  and	  already	  established	  attitudes.	  	  	  Culture,	  which	  is	  defined	  by	  Schein	  as	  “set	  of	  shared	  assumptions”	  (Schein	  2010,	  306),	  can	  be	  analysed	  on	  three	  different	  levels.	  Levels	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  a	  “cultural	  phenomena	  is	  visible	  to	  the	  observer”	  (Schein	  2010,	  23).	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  project,	  I	  will	  interpret	  the	  mention	  cultural	  group	  as	  Copenhagen	  citizens.	  	  The	  ice	  berg	  model	  is	  divided	  in	  to	  artefacts,	  expoused	  beliefs	  and	  values	  and	  basic	  underlying	  assumptions.	  
	  
Figure:	  mytowntutors.com	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Artefacts	  are	  the	  parts	  of	  a	  cultural	  behaviour,	  which	  lie	  on	  the	  surface	  and	  are	  therefore	  easy	  to	  observe.	  It	  entitles	  all	  social	  phenomena	  “you	  can	  see,	  hear,	  and	  feel	  when	  encountering	  a	  new	  group	  with	  an	  unfamiliar	  culture”	  (Schein	  2010,	  p.23).	  	  Artefacts	  include	  visible	  products	  of	  the	  group	  like	  their	  “physical	  environment,	  (…)	  its	  style,	  as	  embodied	  in	  clothing,	  manner	  of	  address,	  and	  emotional	  displays,	  (…)	  list	  of	  values;	  and	  its	  observable	  rituals	  and	  ceremonies”	  (ibid).	  Therefore	  this	  behaviour	  is	  easy	  to	  observe,	  but	  “very	  difficult	  to	  decipher”	  (ibid).	  	  Describing	  behaviour	  is	  possible,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  from	  the	  start	  what	  this	  behaviour	  actually	  means.	  Which	  leads	  us	  to	  the	  deeper	  part	  of	  behaviour,	  the	  expoused	  beliefs	  and	  
values.	  Beliefs	  that	  can	  be	  empirically	  proven	  and	  that	  will	  continue	  to	  work	  reliably	  will	  later	  on	  transform	  into	  shared	  assumptions.	  	  Schein	  argues	  further	  “expoused	  beliefs	  and	  moral/ethical	  rules	  remain	  conscious	  and	  are	  explicitly	  articulated	  because	  they	  serve	  the	  normative	  or	  moral	  function	  of	  guiding	  members	  of	  a	  group	  in	  how	  to	  deal	  with	  certain	  key	  situations”	  (Schein	  2010,	  p.27).	  When,	  for	  example	  a	  solution	  to	  a	  problem	  “works	  repeatedly,	  it	  comes	  to	  be	  taken	  for	  granted”	  (ibid).	  This	  is	  where	  the	  deepest	  part	  of	  behaviour	  sets	  in,	  the	  
basic	  underlying	  assumptions.	  Here	  Schein	  sees	  the	  essence	  of	  culture;	  if	  understanding	  this	  part,	  you	  can	  “easily	  understand	  the	  other	  more	  surface	  levels	  and	  deal	  appropriately	  with	  them”	  (Schein	  2010,	  p.32).	  	  Culture	  change	  can	  start,	  when	  changing	  basic	  assumptions,	  meaning	  the	  essence	  of	  the	  group	  (pattern	  of	  shared,	  basic	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  assumptions).	  	  Culture	  will	  thus	  manifest	  itself	  at	  the	  level	  of	  observable	  artefacts	  and	  shared	  expoused	  values,	  norms	  and	  rules	  of	  behaviour.	  	  Schein’s	  organization	  theory	  ice	  berg	  model	  explains	  how	  nudging	  design	  can	  be	  used	  as	  an	  artefacts	  to	  bring	  people’s	  inner	  positioning	  forward.	  	  However,	  it	  is	  questionable	  whether	  an	  artefact	  can	  actually	  change	  existing	  assumptions.	  Concluding	  that	  a	  nudge	  design	  can	  bring	  forward	  exiting	  attitude,	  but	  might	  not	  be	  able	  to	  change	  behaviour	  into	  more	  environmentally	  friendly	  behaviour	  if	  the	  attitude	  is	  missing.	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4.	  Empirical	  findings	  In	  the	  following	  chapter,	  I	  will	  present	  a	  case	  study,	  which	  includes	  urban	  design	  changes	  in	  connection	  to	  nudging	  strategies	  in	  Copenhagen.	  This	  nudge	  has	  been	  designed	  and	  tested	  by	  Copenhagen’s	  municipality	  and	  can	  thus	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  nudge	  influenced	  by	  political	  decision-­‐makers.	  In	  addition,	  I	  have	  conducted	  two	  interviews	  with	  project	  leaders	  from	  Copenhagen’s	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration,	  which	  clarifies	  the	  use	  of	  nudging	  methods	  in	  anti-­‐littering	  projects.	  
4.1	  Case	  study:	  Green	  footsteps	  	  
What	  has	  been	  done?	  Green	  footsteps	  leading	  to	  several	  different	  trash	  bins	  have	  been	  set	  up	  in	  different	  areas	  in	  Copenhagen.	  The	  footsteps	  are	  indicating,	  where	  to	  go	  and	  throw	  your	  trash.	  	  Thus	  trash	  bins	  have	  been	  made	  more	  salient	  for	  people	  to	  notice.	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What	  is	  the	  background?	  How	  is	  the	  nudge	  suppose	  to	  work	  (theoretically)?	  The	  nudge	  project	  aims	  to	  reduce	  littering	  in	  the	  streets	  of	  Copenhagen.	  Studies	  show	  that	  even	  though	  90%	  of	  Danes	  are	  concerned	  about	  littering,	  every	  third	  Dane	  litters	  occasionally	  in	  public	  spaces	  (Green	  nudge:	  Nudging	  litter	  into	  the	  bin	  –	  iNudgeyou,	  2012).	  	  In	  order	  to	  match	  the	  inner	  attitude	  with	  the	  outer	  actions	  of	  Copenhagerner’s,	  the	  footsteps	  worked	  as	  a	  visual	  reminder	  and	  people	  were	  nudged	  into	  changing	  their	  litter	  behaviour.	  	  
What	  are	  the	  results	  (practically)?	  The	  nudge	  has	  been	  tested	  in	  the	  streets	  of	  Copenhagen	  in	  2011.	  University	  professor	  Pelle	  G.	  Hansen	  and	  his	  Roskilde	  University	  students	  first	  handed	  out	  free	  caramels	  to	  pedestrians.	  Afterwards	  they	  collected	  and	  counted	  the	  numbers	  of	  wrappers	  on	  the	  street,	  in	  garbage	  cans,	  on	  side	  streets	  and	  bicycle	  baskets.	  	  After	  setting	  up	  green	  footsteps,	  which	  lead	  the	  way	  to	  the	  garbage	  bins	  and	  thus	  functioning	  as	  visual	  reminders,	  the	  university	  group	  repeated	  this	  process.	  The	  result	  showed	  a	  46%	  decrease	  in	  wrappers	  ending	  up	  on	  streets.	  	  	  
What	  can	  be	  said	  about	  the	  results?	  Concluding	  from	  both	  the	  theoretical	  as	  well	  as	  the	  practical	  results,	  one	  could	  say	  that	  this	  nudging	  experiment	  was	  successful:	  it	  changed	  people’s	  behaviour	  from	  littering	  to	  using	  trash	  bins.	  	  However,	  in	  line	  with	  this	  experiment,	  RUC	  students	  also	  tried	  to	  nudge	  people	  at	  Copenhagen’s	  main	  station	  into	  using	  stairs	  instead	  of	  elevators.	  They	  used	  a	  similar	  nudging	  method;	  only	  instead	  of	  footsteps,	  arrows	  were	  used	  to	  function	  as	  a	  visual	  reminder	  to	  use	  the	  staircases	  instead	  of	  the	  elevator.	  However,	  in	  policy	  decision-­‐making	  context,	  this	  experiment	  was	  labelled	  as	  “unsuccessful”.	  Only	  2-­‐3	  %	  more	  people	  ended	  up	  using	  the	  nudged	  staircases.	  	  A	  plausible	  explanation	  would	  be	  that	  social	  norms	  are	  connected	  towards	  littering:	  the	  obvious	  harm	  to	  others	  is	  shown	  in	  the	  act	  and	  litterers	  actually	  know	  that	  they	  are	  doing	  something	  wrong,	  whereas	  taking	  the	  elevator	  does	  not	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harm	  anybody.	  Both	  littering	  and	  using	  the	  elevator	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  social	  practice.	  Whereas	  the	  latter	  one	  goes	  hand	  in	  hand	  with	  social	  norms,	  littering	  is	  not	  conform	  with	  existing	  social	  norms,	  it	  is	  not	  socially	  accepted	  to	  litter.	  Social	  norms	  therefore	  seem	  to	  play	  a	  role,	  when	  nudging	  people	  into	  changing	  certain	  behaviour.	  In	  any	  case	  it	  is	  safe	  to	  conclude	  that	  nudging	  initiatives	  should	  be	  tested	  before	  implementing	  them	  on	  a	  bigger	  scale.	  Changing	  behaviour	  is	  a	  complex	  psychological	  procedure,	  as	  behaviour	  and	  actions	  depended	  on	  many	  different	  (some	  unpredictable)	  factors,	  such	  as	  physical	  environment,	  inner	  positioning	  (feelings	  and	  thoughts),	  social	  identities	  and	  others	  (House	  of	  Lords	  -­‐	  Behaviour	  Change	  -­‐	  Science	  and	  Technology	  Committee,2011).	  	  Researching	  in	  depth	  which	  nudges	  are	  successful	  and	  which	  are	  not	  would	  require	  many	  more	  examples	  and	  social	  norms	  studies,	  which	  would	  extend	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  project.	  Therefore	  I	  will	  continue	  to	  focus	  on	  nudge	  design,	  which	  help	  to	  act	  on	  a	  previous	  established	  attitude	  (as	  mentioned	  before,	  Copenhagener’s	  actually	  think	  littering	  is	  wrong).	  	  
4.2	  Interviews	  	  In	  connection	  to	  the	  green	  footstep	  nudging	  case,	  I	  have	  asked	  two	  experts	  to	  reflect	  on	  the	  nudging	  model.	  The	  main	  purpose	  of	  these	  interviews	  were	  to	  reflect	  on	  the	  impact	  the	  green	  footsteps	  had	  in	  Copenhagen.	  	  Both	  interviewees,	  Maria	  Nørlyng	  Leal	  and	  Michael	  Christensen,	  are	  project	  leaders	  at	  the	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration	  in	  Copenhagen	  and	  have	  applied	  the	  nudging	  case	  in	  Copenhagen.	  However,	  they	  have	  not	  designed	  or	  tested	  the	  green	  footstep	  model	  themselves,	  but	  hired	  the	  company	  I	  Nudge	  
You	  to	  do	  so.	  	  When	  being	  asked	  about	  the	  effects	  of	  nudging,	  both	  interviewees	  referred	  to	  the	  result	  that	  I	  Nudge	  You	  presents	  on	  their	  website.	  However,	  Maria	  Nørlyng	  Leal	  mentioned	  a	  littering	  decrease	  of	  41%	  and	  Michael	  Christensen	  a	  decrease	  of	  42%,	  whereas	  I	  Nudge	  You	  presents	  a	  decrease	  of	  46%.	  Though	  assuming	  that	  they	  all	  have	  the	  data	  from	  the	  same	  source.	  	  When	  it	  comes	  to	  Copenhagener’s	  attitude	  towards	  littering,	  they	  all	  state,	  “everybody	  already	  knows	  it’s	  wrong	  to	  litter”	  and	  they	  continue	  to	  ask	  “so	  why	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do	  they	  do	  it	  anyway?”,	  and	  conclude	  that:	  the	  attitude	  seems	  to	  be	  in	  place,	  thus	  the	  behavior	  (action)	  has	  to	  be	  changed	  (M.	  Christensen,	  personal	  communication,	  May	  26,	  2015).	  	  Michael	  Christensen	  thinks	  that	  nudge	  designs	  “enable	  us	  to	  act	  according	  to	  how	  we	  would	  like	  to	  behave,	  or	  what	  we	  believe	  is	  the	  correct	  behavior”	  (M.	  Christensen,	  personal	  communication,	  May	  26,	  2015).	  Even	  though	  they	  agreed	  that	  nudging	  is	  suppose	  to	  influence	  people’s	  behavior,	  it	  seems	  as	  if	  so	  far	  the	  green	  footstep	  design	  is	  lacking	  long-­‐term	  observations	  and	  measurement	  methods	  (other	  than	  the	  above	  mentioned	  trial	  with	  the	  RUC	  students).	  M.	  Christensen	  further	  explains	  that	  they	  are	  not	  planning	  to	  use	  more	  green	  footsteps	  than	  already	  implemented	  as	  “it’s	  very	  difficult	  to	  remove	  them	  again”	  when	  for	  example	  the	  location	  of	  trash	  bins	  are	  being	  changed	  (M.	  Christensen,	  personal	  communication,	  May	  26,	  2015).	  	  I	  addition,	  the	  green	  footstep	  soon	  become	  white,	  thus	  not	  as	  visible	  any	  more.	  Here	  M.	  Nørlyng	  Leal	  explains	  that	  green	  footsteps	  are	  not	  the	  only	  nudging	  method	  used	  in	  conntection	  to	  littering,	  ”Our	  nudge	  consists	  of	  three	  elements:	  visible	  bins,	  guiding	  footsteps	  and	  a	  strong	  focus	  on	  social	  norms	  “(M.	  Nørlyng	  Leal,	  personal	  communication,	  April	  21,	  2015).	  Both	  interviewees	  emphasize	  further	  that	  nudging	  does	  not	  stand	  alone	  “but	  is	  a	  part	  of	  a	  comprehensive	  work	  to	  keep	  Copenhagen	  clean”	  (ibid).	  This	  part	  is	  rather	  important,	  since	  it	  shows	  that	  Copenhagen’s	  municipality	  is	  still	  testing	  different	  methods	  on	  a	  small	  scale	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  not	  relying	  on	  one	  “non-­‐plus-­‐ultra”	  method.	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Reflections	  on	  the	  interview:	  Even	  though,	  the	  interviewees	  were	  not	  able	  to	  give	  in	  depth	  reflection	  about	  the	  effects	  of	  nudging,	  I	  still	  think	  both	  interviews	  are	  valuable.	  The	  lack	  of	  long-­‐term	  measurement	  in	  regards	  to	  behaviour	  change	  and	  nudges,	  make	  it	  safe	  to	  conclude,	  that	  action	  needs	  to	  be	  taken	  to	  test	  results.	  Otherwise	  nudging	  as	  a	  method	  for	  political	  decision-­‐making	  processes	  fails	  to	  argue	  for	  its	  use.	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5.	  Analysis	  	  Building	  up	  on	  the	  theoretical	  framework,	  I	  will	  now	  analyse	  the	  green	  footstep	  nudging	  case	  in	  relation	  to	  littering	  as	  a	  social	  practice	  and	  individual	  behaviour.	  Thus	  aiming	  to	  reflect	  on	  the	  research	  question:	  How	  can	  urban	  design	  affect	  
social	  practice	  towards	  better	  environmental	  behaviour?	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
5.1	  Urban	  design	  in	  relation	  to	  individual	  behaviour:	  How	  can	  a	  nudge	  
design	  help	  to	  stop	  littering?	  	  When	  political	  decision-­‐makers	  are	  confronted	  with	  the	  challenge	  to	  change	  citizen’s	  behaviour	  from	  an	  undesirable	  to	  a	  desirable	  action	  they	  can	  approach	  the	  problem	  from	  many	  different	  angles.	  They	  could	  approach	  citizens	  with	  for	  example	  awareness	  campaigns	  or	  go	  even	  a	  step	  further	  and	  punish	  an	  undesirable	  action	  with	  fees	  or	  indirect	  over	  taxations.	  However,	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  an	  interest	  for	  political	  decision-­‐makers	  to	  involve	  citizen’s	  reflective	  thinking	  and	  approach	  behaviour	  change	  from	  an	  interactive	  perspective.	  The	  green	  footstep	  nudge	  emphasizes	  on	  the	  free	  choice	  of	  citizens	  and	  believes	  that	  people	  want	  to	  “do	  good”,	  if	  gently	  being	  pushed	  to	  the	  right	  direction.	  In	  fact,	  research	  has	  shown,	  that	  most	  Copenhagener’s	  are	  aware	  that	  littering	  is	  wrong,	  but	  as	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the	  cleaning	  costs	  of	  littering	  shows,	  a	  lot	  of	  people	  litter	  anyway.	  Thus	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  lack	  of	  coherence	  between	  action	  and	  attitude.	  Nudging	  can,	  as	  the	  case	  shows,	  combine	  existing	  inner	  positioning	  with	  behaviour	  (actions).	  As	  we	  can	  see	  from	  the	  green	  footstep	  nudge	  case,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  change	  littering	  behaviour	  by	  visually	  reminding,	  what	  we	  ought	  to	  do	  or	  better,	  what	  we	  think	  we	  ought	  to	  do.	  According	  to	  Reckwitz	  interactions	  between	  people	  (citizens)	  and	  objects	  (trash	  bins)	  “have	  been	  internalized	  in	  our	  minds”	  and	  these	  interactions	  or	  practices	  are	  interplay	  between	  body,	  mind	  and	  an	  object	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.255).	  In	  reference	  to	  our	  green	  footstep	  nudge	  case	  this	  could	  mean	  that	  a	  person	  has	  a	  certain	  internalized	  and	  routinized	  behaviour	  towards	  a	  trash	  bin	  (the	  object)	  and	  the	  usage	  of	  such.	  If	  we	  change	  the	  design	  of	  the	  artefact	  (see	  figure	  below),	  the	  person	  (his	  mind)	  is	  compelled	  (or	  visually	  reminded)	  to	  reflect	  on	  their	  inner	  positioning.	  Nudges	  can	  therefore	  interfere	  in	  routinized	  behaviour.	  This	  is	  when	  a	  nudge	  can	  have	  the	  chance	  to	  change	  routines	  of	  individuals	  and	  with	  them	  social	  practices.	  Thus,	  as	  the	  interview	  suggests,	  nudges	  bring	  forward	  a	  certain	  established	  attitude	  and	  transforms	  these	  in	  to	  external	  behaviour.	  This	  goes	  in	  line	  with	  Schein’s	  iceberg	  model.	  Here	  he	  suggests	  that	  artefacts	  reflect	  our	  “basic	  underlying	  assumptions”.	  Thus	  the	  green	  footsteps	  can	  visually	  remind	  us	  of	  our	  existing	  attitude	  towards	  littering	  and	  help	  to	  take	  action	  in	  accordance	  to	  our	  inner	  positioning.	  It	  is,	  however,	  questionable	  weather	  the	  green	  footstep	  will	  have	  an	  effect	  on	  somebody,	  who	  thinks	  that	  littering	  is	  “OK”.	  Since	  the	  nudged	  trash	  bin	  will	  not	  bring	  forward	  an	  existing	  environmental	  friendly	  attitude.	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5.1.2	  Individual	  behaviour	  in	  relation	  to	  social	  practice:	  How	  is	  the	  individual	  
act	  connected	  to	  littering	  as	  a	  social	  phenomenon?	  	  Littering,	  as	  a	  simple	  action,	  is	  carried	  out	  by	  individuals	  and	  it	  therefore	  makes	  sense	  to	  intervene	  in	  littering	  routines	  of	  individuals.	  Both	  Reckwitz	  and	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  emphasize	  on	  individuality	  in	  behaviour.	  As	  mentioned	  in	  the	  nudging	  chapter,	  nudges	  take	  in	  to	  consideration	  that	  people	  have	  different	  attitudes,	  potential,	  knowledge	  and	  so	  on.	  Social	  practices,	  as	  Reckwitz	  calls	  littering	  behaviour,	  are	  shown	  through	  individual	  behaviour.	  Littering	  in	  urban	  spaces	  is	  likewise	  an	  individual	  action	  and	  a	  social	  phenomenon	  as	  many	  individuals	  are	  part	  of	  this	  collectively	  harmful	  behaviour.	  Nudging	  strategies	  can	  be	  said	  to	  address	  the	  collective	  through	  the	  individual	  and	  vice	  versa.	  As	  the	  green	  footstep	  case	  shows,	  social	  norms	  are	  established	  in	  the	  individual	  and	  we	  orient	  us	  on	  what	  the	  collective	  think	  is	  right	  and	  wrong.	  It	  goes	  without	  saying	  that	  not	  all	  individuals	  agree	  to	  all	  social	  norms.	  However,	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  environmental	  friendly	  attitudes,	  or	  in	  specific	  littering,	  90%	  of	  Danes	  agree	  that	  it	  is	  wrong.	  Thus	  sharing	  a	  social	  norm	  (attitude,	  value)	  in	  this	  regard.	  This	  becomes	  important	  when	  talking	  about	  the	  success	  of	  nudges.	  Shared	  social	  norms	  make	  it	  easier	  for	  a	  nudge	  to	  affect	  a	  bigger	  group.	  The	  green	  footstep	  case,	  therefore,	  can	  impact	  the	  collective,	  as	  they	  have	  the	  same	  attitude	  towards	  littering.	  	  	  
5.1.3	  Urban	  design	  in	  relation	  to	  social	  practice:	  How	  can	  a	  nudge	  design	  
change	  social	  practices?	  	  In	  line	  with	  Reckwitz’	  definition	  of	  social	  practices,	  nudges	  can	  be	  used	  to	  make	  options	  preferable	  and	  can	  therefore	  function	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  break	  down	  certain	  social	  practices.	  The	  fact	  that	  the	  green	  footstep	  method	  has	  recorded	  a	  decline	  in	  the	  amount	  of	  littering	  with	  up	  to	  46%”,	  indicates	  that	  citizens	  have	  changed	  their	  behaviour	  in	  this	  specific	  nudge	  experiment.	  The	  nudge	  design	  in	  our	  green	  footstep	  case	  works	  as	  a	  visual	  reminder	  to	  throw	  garbage	  in	  provided	  trash	  bins.	  The	  meaning	  and	  intention	  behind	  the	  nudge	  is	  easy	  to	  understand	  by	  citizens:	  footsteps	  leading	  the	  way	  and	  green	  colouring	  to	  reflect	  environmental	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friendliness.	  It	  does	  therefore	  not	  trick	  citizens	  into	  changing	  behaviour,	  but	  involves	  people’s	  reflective	  thinking	  mechanisms	  and	  invites	  them	  to	  act	  accordingly.	  This	  transparent	  nudge	  method	  goes	  in	  line	  with	  Reckwitz’	  emphasize	  on	  knowledge	  within	  a	  certain	  practice.	  If	  we	  want	  to	  change	  a	  certain	  social	  practice,	  the	  transferred	  knowledge	  must	  be	  understandable	  for	  the	  collective	  (Reckwitz	  2002,	  p.254).	  	  As	  mentioned	  before,	  the	  meaning	  behind	  green	  footsteps	  leading	  to	  trash	  bins	  is	  easy	  to	  be	  decoded	  by	  the	  collective.	  According	  to	  this	  type	  of	  nudge,	  citizens	  can	  consciously	  change	  their	  practice:	  they	  are	  able	  to	  reflect	  on	  their	  behaviour,	  which	  enables	  them	  to	  change	  littering	  behaviour	  and	  opt	  to	  the	  environmentally	  friendlier	  choice	  of	  using	  trash	  bins	  instead.	  In	  this	  nudge	  case	  people	  are	  aware	  of	  the	  change	  of	  their	  behaviour,	  which	  makes	  it	  more	  likely	  that	  they	  will	  repeat	  this	  behaviour	  even	  though	  they	  are	  not	  being	  nudged	  in	  to	  it.	  One	  could	  therefore	  conclude	  that	  this	  type	  of	  nudge	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  change	  people’s	  behaviour	  on	  the	  long	  run	  and	  might	  even	  change	  social	  practice	  towards	  better	  environmental	  behaviour.	  	  However,	  there	  are	  at	  least	  two	  “if”	  connected	  to	  this	  conclusion.	  A	  nudge	  might	  change	  behaviour	  towards	  better	  environmental	  behaviour,	  if	  the	  person	  has	  already	  established	  an	  environmental	  friendly	  attitude	  and	  thus	  is	  only	  nudged	  in	  to	  bringing	  this	  attitude	  forward.	  And	  secondly	  behaviour	  change	  does	  not	  work	  with	  every	  nudge	  as	  the	  example	  of	  non-­‐transparent	  type	  1	  nudges	  show.	  These	  nudges	  might	  to	  some	  degree	  change	  behaviour,	  but	  does	  not	  “engage	  the	  reflective	  system	  and	  in	  a	  way	  does	  not	  make	  it	  likely	  to	  be	  recognized	  and	  transparent”	  	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.22).	  	  The	  example	  mentioned	  above	  is	  the	  reduction	  of	  plate	  sizes	  in	  a	  cafeteria,	  thus	  people	  eat	  less	  and	  are	  tricked	  to	  a	  “healthier”	  lifestyle.	  However,	  people	  do	  not	  consciously	  make	  the	  choice	  to	  eat	  less,	  thus	  they	  are	  not	  likely	  to	  repeat	  this	  behavior	  when	  the	  nudge	  (smaller	  plates)	  is	  not	  present	  (when	  people	  for	  example	  eat	  at	  home	  or	  in	  a	  restaurant).	  Also	  people	  might	  not	  have	  a	  healthy	  attitude	  and	  therefore	  this	  nudge	  does	  not	  bring	  forward	  an	  existing	  position.	  This	  type	  of	  nudge	  is	  therefore	  unlikely	  to	  have	  an	  effect	  that	  can	  change	  behavior	  on	  the	  long	  run.	  Nevertheless	  in	  this	  specific	  situation,	  the	  “cafeteria	  nudge”	  has	  its	  effects	  and	  depending	  on	  the	  intentions	  of	  its	  initiators	  might	  also	  be	  considered	  situational	  successful.	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It	  is	  rather	  difficult	  to	  predict,	  weather	  a	  nudge	  has	  long-­‐terms	  effects,	  as	  long	  as	  long-­‐term	  studies	  are	  missing.	  	  	  Weather	  a	  nudge	  is	  effective	  or	  not,	  could	  also	  be	  connected	  to	  existing	  social	  norms	  and	  people’s	  attitudes.	  As	  mentioned	  before,	  90%	  of	  the	  Danes	  are	  concerned	  with	  littering	  and	  recognize	  the	  problem	  connected	  to	  littering	  in	  urban	  spaces.	  Also	  Maria	  Nørlyng	  Leal,	  project	  leader	  at	  Copenhagen’s	  Technic	  and	  Environmental	  department,	  agrees	  “Danish	  peoples	  attitude	  regarding	  garbage	  is	  ok	  when	  they	  are	  being	  asked”	  (M.	  Nørlyng	  Leal,	  personal	  communication,	  April	  21,	  2015).	  	  Still	  there	  is	  a	  gap	  between	  attitude	  and	  enactment.	  Maria	  Nørlyng	  Leal	  argues:	  ”	  That	  is	  why	  we	  work	  with	  nudging,	  which	  primarily	  focuses	  on	  the	  situational	  behavior,	  instead	  of	  only	  focusing	  on	  information	  and	  attitude.	  Our	  nudge	  consists	  of	  three	  elements:	  visible	  bins,	  guiding	  footsteps	  and	  a	  strong	  focus	  on	  social	  norms”	  (ibid).	  The	  focus	  on	  situational	  behaviour	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  addressing	  the	  problem	  where	  it	  appears:	  in	  urban	  spaces	  (at	  the	  trash	  bins).	  With	  the	  help	  of	  nudges	  (green	  footsteps,	  visible	  trash	  bins),	  people	  are	  visually	  reminded	  of	  what	  they	  think	  they	  ought	  to	  do	  (their	  existing	  attitude)	  and	  can	  act	  in	  line	  with	  their	  existing	  beliefs	  and	  according	  to	  social	  norms.	  	  Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  explain	  likewise	  that	  a	  nudge	  functions	  best,	  when	  promoting	  ”behavior	  that	  is	  in	  our	  own,	  as	  well	  as	  society’s	  general	  interests”	  (Hansen	  &	  Jesperson	  2013,	  p.4).	  If	  a	  nudge	  is	  primarily	  showing	  long-­‐term	  behavioural	  change,	  when	  in	  line	  with	  existing	  social	  norms	  and	  already	  established	  attitudes,	  this	  nudge	  can	  then	  change	  social	  practice	  towards	  more	  environmental	  friendly	  behaviour.	  It	  then	  also	  withstands	  the	  “manipulation	  of	  choice”	  criticism,	  as	  the	  nudge	  design	  only	  brought	  forward	  an	  already	  desired	  behaviour	  within	  a	  group	  of	  citizens.	  However,	  one	  cannot	  generalize	  by	  saying	  “all	  people	  think	  littering	  is	  wrong”.	  According	  to	  the	  study,	  there	  are	  still	  10%,	  who	  do	  not	  have	  a	  pre-­‐established	  environmental	  friendly	  attitude	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  littering.	  One	  could	  suggest	  that	  these	  10	  %	  might,	  however,	  change	  their	  behaviour,	  simply	  because	  they	  go	  along	  with	  the	  majority.	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6.	  Conclusion	  	  In	  line	  with	  the	  analysis,	  we	  have	  to	  consider	  the	  conditions	  a	  nudge	  meets	  when	  trying	  to	  find	  out	  weather	  a	  nudge	  can	  help	  to	  change	  behavior	  or	  not.	  For	  these	  then	  social	  norms,	  existing	  attitudes,	  conscious	  choices	  and	  the	  actual	  nudge	  design	  can	  help	  to	  determine	  the	  long-­‐term	  success	  of	  a	  nudge	  case.	  The	  nudge	  design	  presented	  in	  this	  research	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  have	  a	  direct	  influence	  on	  changing	  attitudes:	  they	  do	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  able	  to	  transform	  an	  environmental	  unfriendly	  attitude	  to	  an	  environmental	  friendly	  attitude.	  However,	  they	  can	  bring	  already	  established	  attitudes	  forward,	  thus	  it	  is	  easier	  for	  the	  individual	  to	  act	  upon	  what	  they	  think	  is	  right.	  A	  transparent	  nudge	  can,	  therefore,	  embrace	  ones	  inner	  positioning	  (attitude)	  and	  motivate	  to	  act	  accordingly.	  One	  might	  conclude	  that	  connecting	  permanent	  behavior	  change	  to	  nudges	  is	  rather	  a	  burden	  for	  the	  nudge	  definition	  than	  a	  solid	  argumentation	  in	  favor	  for	  nudges.	  Meaning	  that	  a	  nudge	  design	  alone	  cannot	  be	  hold	  reliable	  for	  behavior	  change.	  However,	  nudging	  methods	  can	  be	  added	  to	  campaigns	  toolkits	  as	  for	  example	  an	  interactive	  awareness	  campaign.	  	  The	  effectiveness	  of	  a	  nudge	  design	  depends	  on	  the	  actual	  intention	  of	  the	  initiators.	  For	  this	  it	  has	  to	  be	  clarified	  from	  the	  beginning,	  what	  the	  nudge	  is	  suppose	  to	  effect	  and	  weather	  it	  only	  aims	  to	  effect	  behaviour	  in	  a	  very	  specific	  situation	  and	  under	  specific	  circumstances	  or	  weather	  it	  is	  suppose	  to	  support	  existing	  norms.	  	  	  When	  trying	  to	  permanently	  change	  behaviour,	  we	  might	  have	  to	  dig	  deeper	  into	  what	  Schein	  calls	  “basic	  underlying	  assumptions”.	  It	  is	  questionable,	  if	  we	  can	  change	  those	  by	  merely	  making	  other	  options	  available	  and	  use	  nudge	  citizens	  towards	  acting	  differently.	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7.	  Suggestions	  for	  further	  work	  In	  order	  to	  make	  more	  general	  statements	  about	  nudging	  and	  its	  effects	  on	  environmental	  behaviour,	  we	  have	  to	  compare	  more	  examples	  and	  find	  a	  way	  to	  measure	  their	  effects	  on	  the	  long	  run.	  	  It	  could	  also	  be	  interesting	  to	  compare	  the	  effects	  of	  nudging	  with	  other	  methods,	  such	  as	  print	  campaigns.	  Can	  a	  nudge	  do	  more	  than	  an	  awareness	  campaign?	  Or	  is	  it	  a	  method	  within	  awareness	  campaigns?	  	  As	  discussed	  in	  the	  nudging	  chapter,	  some	  types	  of	  nudges	  might	  be	  inappropriate	  to	  use	  in	  political	  contexts,	  as	  they	  are	  not	  transparent	  enough.	  However,	  are	  those	  nudges	  more	  effective	  and	  therefore	  more	  useful	  when	  trying	  to	  change	  behaviour?	  If	  they	  are,	  would	  this	  then	  justify	  their	  usage?	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9.	  Appendix	  E-­‐mail	  interviews	  	  
Maria	  Nørlyng	  Leal,	  project	  leader	  at	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration	  Copenhagen.	  Personal	  communication,	  21st	  April	  2015	  	  1)	  	  	  	  	  	  Does	  	  public	  urban	  waste	  harm	  the	  environment	  (if	  someone	  picks	  it	  up	  anyway)?	  If	  so,	  how?	  
We	  understand	  “the	  environment”	  as	  	  natural	  surroundings	  (miljø)	  in	  
Copenhagen’s	  municipality.	  Some	  of	  the	  tossed	  garbage	  in	  streets	  and	  parks	  (for	  
example	  cigarette	  butts)	  are	  not	  always	  collected	  from	  day	  to	  day.	  Just	  as	  garbage	  
in	  natural	  vegetation	  (like	  high	  grass)	  or	  water	  areas	  can	  be	  difficult	  to	  collect.	  
That	  is	  why	  we	  have	  to	  expect	  that	  tossed	  garbage	  can,	  to	  a	  certain	  degree,	  damage	  
the	  environment.	  At	  least	  we	  need	  to	  use	  ressources,	  like	  for	  example	  vehicles	  as	  
sweepers	  to	  collect	  garbage	  –	  which	  in	  the	  end	  are	  also	  not	  C02	  neutral.	  	  	  	  2)	  	  	  	  	  	  Why	  are	  nudging	  initiatives	  beneficial	  for	  the	  environmental	  development	  of	  Copenhagen?	  
Refer	  to	  answer	  4,	  when	  nudging	  promotes	  a	  green	  behavior	  in	  Copenhagen,	  we	  
have	  to	  expect	  it	  to	  be	  beneficial	  for	  the	  environment.	  	  	  	  3)	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  nudging	  strategies	  (as	  presented	  in	  Ren	  kærlighed	  til	  København)	  aimed	  to	  change	  peoples	  mindset/values	  towards	  a	  greener	  thinking?	  If	  so,	  could	  you	  elaborate	  on	  this!	  
Nudging	  does	  not	  stand	  alone,	  but	  is	  a	  part	  of	  a	  comprehensive	  work	  to	  keep	  
Copenhagen	  clean.	  We	  know	  that	  only	  one	  out	  of	  200	  Danes	  believes	  that	  it	  is	  okay	  
to	  toss	  garbage,	  so	  one	  must	  say,	  that	  the	  Danish	  peoples	  attitude	  regarding	  
garbage	  is	  ok	  when	  they	  are	  being	  asked.	  Despite	  that	  we	  have	  a	  challenge	  with	  
garbage	  in	  the	  streets.	  This	  shows	  us	  that	  there	  is	  a	  long	  way	  to	  go	  from	  attitude	  
till	  enactment.	  That	  is	  why	  we	  work	  with	  nudging,	  which	  primarily	  focuses	  on	  the	  
situational	  behavior,	  instead	  of	  only	  focusing	  on	  information’s	  and	  attitude.	  Our	  
nudge	  consists	  of	  three	  elements:	  visible	  bins,	  guiding	  footsteps	  and	  a	  strong	  focus	  
on	  social	  norms.	  	  	  	  4)	  	  	  	  	  	  Have	  you	  noticed	  effects	  of	  your	  strategies?	  If	  so,	  how	  did	  you	  measure	  them?	  
Back	  in	  2012-­‐13	  we	  have	  recorded	  a	  decline	  in	  the	  amount	  of	  waste,	  which	  is	  
kicked	  out	  next	  to	  the	  nudged	  bins,	  up	  to	  41%.	  We	  have	  made	  three	  tests	  on	  five	  
different	  distances	  in	  the	  city,	  where	  we	  have	  compared	  the	  use	  of	  regular	  bins	  with	  
nudged	  bins.	  The	  nudged	  bins	  makes	  it	  easier	  for	  the	  Copenhagener’s	  to	  use	  the	  
bins	  and	  in	  that	  way	  it	  promotes	  the	  green	  way	  of	  thinking.	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Michael	  Christensen,	  project	  leader	  at	  Technical	  and	  Environmental	  Administration.	  Personal	  communication,	  26st	  May	  2015	  1)	  	  	  	  What	  is	  your	  experience	  with	  changing	  urban	  design?	  
I’m	  not	  sure	  what	  you	  mean.	  In	  regards	  to	  what?	  	  	  2)	  Please	  reflect	  on	  your	  experience	  with	  the	  green	  footsteps	  as	  a	  nudge	  design!	  	  	  	  a)	  Why	  do	  you	  think	  nudging	  in	  connection	  to	  political	  decision-­‐making	  is	  a	  useful	  strategy?	  
We	  do	  not	  use	  nudging	  in	  connection	  to	  political	  decision	  making,	  but	  as	  a	  method	  
to	  affect	  people’s	  behaviour.	  In	  this	  case	  using	  the	  trash	  can.	  The	  strategy	  here	  is:	  
Many	  campaigns	  focus	  on	  information	  –	  everybody	  already	  knows	  it’s	  wrong	  to	  
litter,	  so	  why	  do	  they	  do	  it	  anyway?	  In	  this	  case	  we	  focus	  on	  behaviour.	  Looking	  at	  
the	  actual	  behaviour	  in	  the	  “trash-­‐throwing	  situation”	  enables	  us	  to	  look	  at	  what	  
kind	  of	  changes	  we	  can	  make	  to	  give	  people	  a	  chance	  to	  reflect	  on	  how	  to	  act	  
according	  to	  their	  belief	  (that	  they	  should	  throw	  the	  garbage	  in	  the	  can).	  	  	  	  b)	  What	  are	  the	  results	  of	  the	  green	  footstep	  nudge?	  How	  did	  you	  measure	  the	  results?	  
The	  initial	  study,	  conducted	  by	  inudgeyou,	  showed	  that	  42	  %	  of	  the	  trash	  ended	  in	  
the	  trash	  can	  instead	  of	  on	  the	  street.	  They	  (inudgeyou)	  gave	  people	  passing	  by	  on	  
Strøget	  a	  piece	  of	  candy	  in	  a	  wrapper	  and	  counted	  all	  the	  wrappers	  that	  ended	  
outside	  the	  trash	  can	  in	  the	  area.	  Then	  they	  put	  up	  the	  footsteps	  and	  repeated	  the	  
counting.	  	  We	  haven’t	  measured	  on	  this	  since	  we	  put	  up	  the	  footsteps.	  We	  don’t	  use	  
the	  footsteps	  anymore	  because	  	  it’s	  very	  difficult	  to	  remove	  them	  again	  when	  we	  
decide	  to	  change	  the	  location	  of	  a	  trash	  can.	  	  	  3)	  What	  do	  you	  think	  is	  the	  connection	  between	  behavior	  and	  nudging	  designs?	  	  	  	  	  a)	  Are	  nudging	  designs	  effecting	  individual	  behavior?	  
Yes	  that’s	  the	  point,	  but	  you	  have	  to	  have	  a	  method	  to	  measure	  the	  effect	  
(observation)	  	  	  	  b)	  Are	  nudging	  designs	  effecting	  social	  practice?	  
No	  it	  enables	  us	  to	  act	  according	  to	  how	  we	  would	  like	  to	  behave,	  or	  what	  we	  
believe	  is	  the	  correct	  behaviour.	  	  4)	  What	  are	  your	  impressions	  about	  the	  impact	  of	  nudging	  designs	  on	  the	  environment?	  	  	  	  	  a)	  Do	  nudging	  designs	  influence	  environmental	  behavior?	  If	  so,	  how?	  I	  think	  its	  only	  one	  of	  many	  methods.	  
You	  should	  ask	  Hold	  Danmark	  Rent,	  maybe	  they	  have	  some	  results	  about	  this.	  
	  	  
Is	  I	  mentioned	  we	  are	  not	  experts	  on	  the	  matter,	  we	  only	  apply	  what	  others	  have	  
shown	  is	  a	  good	  method.	  	  
	  
